°o ' • i a r XAA ^ 4 

^ ^ The problem raised in the case of Herbert 'fi.GELSI^C is how much of vrfint he savs 



wtt*. 1NG5LSING huG teen questioned on three oocasion. in fimro Europe 

ana xwice in this caunti>. it may De said that, ultao-Lgh his story nas cmrnged rome- 
what, he has stock j retty ciosefy to it and such di sere and es hs have appeared can 
he *xp1afn*d thron^i failure to elicit his complete story in the first interviews. 

Herbert EHGZLSldG was born 2 September 1904 in Overeth, near Cologne, Gerr.&ny, 
and until 1933 was an attorney, then a judge, in Berlin. Upon Hitler 1 s coming to 
power ENGELSIHG turned to the film industry and was a successful film director and 
producer with lobis. In 1933 he married ana he and his wife lived In vr.riou~ of 

Berlin until 1Q44 «*hen hie mit* went to Konst n? f Germany., EbGELSIHG followed shortly 



after the close of the war, it not earlier. Irs. 2 IvGlLSI*NG joined her parents, &■. and; . 

Urs„ Arthur KOHLER, in California in 1947 anc both HIGELSIbGo are at the present time in 

the United States. ! 

. i 

I 

According to statements of both Urs, and Ifr. ENG. L3IKG their friendship with the 
SCHIJL'.B-oOYSEftS b-. gan in 193S and ended in 1941. The reasons given for the b reaking of 

i 

that relationship seem* on the surface plausible enough - the claim that SCHUL .e-BOYSEN 
turned to the fceft in late 1941 or early 1942 and discord between GCf ULZE-B0Y32N and 
his v.-ife Libertas. T. t:se statements will be taken up in detail. There appears to be 
no awpapjwt reason to doubt UJGELSBiG's claim that the relationship wa3 broken off com- ; 

i 

pletely :- t that tine as far as his activity as an agent of SC! ULTu-HCYSEN is concerned. 
EMG.-LSIfiG has freely admitted that he supplied inf ormation . on politicll and military 
actions planned by the G rman Government before the fcbac end of 1941, that he introduced 
to SCi.'UL 3-B0Y3?j; a number of the f.tore usefiu :.c:f ers of ti :t- gr up, such ^3 : 1 : HJ.Cf, 

37> ( T’f IJf:3 .d;D Hugo 'li’JCb: .;!!!, and has named eight individuals as his uv:n sources of % r J 

rr1& 

information, tie has also admitted knowing c e r t a in_j q er.r e r s of the group, although they 



seem to be surprisingly 



regi 



stem 
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On the basis cf t. tse admissions t;.ere can be no doubt of ESiG;:LSIKG ? s .part in 

known 

the SCI : ULZE~B0Y331Z group* Indeed his/active participation txkvtkx makes it appear the 
more remarkable that he was not picked up with the others. If we consider that the 
SCKULIF-PCYSH’ group was effective from the spring of 1941 to the early fall of 1942 
then PNGELSI1JG was an active participant during half of the period- of the groups great- 
est effectiveness as well as during the major portion of the time during which the 
effectivness of the group ' as b. ing built up. 

The question therefore arises: What is 5EGELSEK/ Keeping to hiuself and why? 

The answer, which we believe to be nuch more them an assumption, is that he has con- 
structed a sort of "legenda", part fiction, part fact with the intention of playing up 
his collaboration with SCRULZE^BOYSUi during a period in which he cl Aims that 5CHULZE- 
BGYSEK was pro-Ally and his withdrawal from contact with 3CHULZE-80YSEN when the latter, 
according to ENG : LSHiG, turned to the Left. Both claims, the pro-AUy attitude and the 
late turn to the Left, ie after ENGELS ING broke off, we believe to be largely fiction 
and v;e will treat these claims below. At this point we may direct attention to the 
reason motivating ELGELSING to make these claims. Vie know too litotle about the man 
to sketch thAa* more than briefly, but two possibilities at least present themselves: 
self-preservation or a long-term plant. The former is admittedly more likely and may be 
considered to be indicated by his marriage in 1938, the establishment of his parents-in- 
law in the United States in 1939, the elaimed withdrawal from the group in 1941 and the 
concoction of a pro-Ally slant of Schulze-BCYSEN during the period of his own 

collaboration with him. 

ETCGELSING has made the statement that jratoapdab btiaig SCHULZE-B0Y3EN ’’exhibited 
a definite pro-Russian philosophy” "either in the fall of 1941 or in the spring of 1942" 
and he indicates that orior to t. is time SCHUL'e-BOYSEN's orientation was toward the 
Allies and he was not at all inclined toward Communism. Our information in regard to 
SCHULZE-Bl YSEN^ no ..itical views and his collaboration with the Soviets has been obtained 
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from a Gestapo Section Pf A 2 report of the 22 December 1942 which indicated hat SCHULZE- 

A 

DOYSEW was inclined toward the Soviets throughout his intelligence-gathering activity. 

The jeportatates flatly: "SCHULhBftBOYSEN's espionage activities began in 1936” and ; 

the^/irst^record of information passed by the SCTULZE-BOYSENS to the Soviets *** refers also 

to 1936 when secret plans afctaijmk dqc for military operations against the Republican ! 

Government in Spain were obtained by SCHUL 7 ,E-BOYSEN and passed to Gisela von POEUlvITZ | 

who is reported to have delivered them to the Soviet Embassy in Berlin* ftm Jrtoat 

Indication of his pro -Communist bias psior to 1941 is shown in his recruitment of Horst 

HEUKAHN and Herbert GOLLNOtf in 1940 during the time he was lecturing at the Institute ' 

of Foreign Affairs of the University of Berlin; of the latter the Gestapo document 

states: "3chULZlM)CY3EN was able to convert him (GOLI/IGW) to Communism although he had 

previously been a National Socialist 1 ’. Likewise, in speaking of the recruitment of 

Col. Erwin GEKRTS, the Germany, while not mentioning the date of the recruitment, state: 

"Both (GEHRTS and SOHULZE-BOYS Eft ) had taken part over a period of -years in Communist 

discussion groups". In summing up the Section IV A 2 report the 3ritish comment as 

follows: "Before 1941 SCHUI^E-ROYSEN (and H ARRACK) were both ardent Communists' 1 . From 

the above evidence it seems reasonable to conclude that 3CHULZE-30 v SEft TURNed to the Left 

much earlier than the period noted by r'NGFJiSIKG. 

In respect to passing information to the Allies, E?-' GELS BIG has made as much 

capital as possible out of the supposed passing of information to the British through 

A (j£**o*J 

a certain Count DOUGLAS, Swedish Military Attache in Berlin, whose wife was a sister of 
SCHULZE-BOYSHI^s v/ife Libertas. ho dates for this supposed attempt to give information 
to the Allies is mentioned and no corro oration has b.en found except from an extremely t ^ 

V* C(/> t-f* t&y iCM . 

interesting individual xfex, Hugo BUSCH MANN, whom H31GSLSING brought to the 
ft as sy r btvBeii^on the 14th of August, 1947 and who in the course of a generally suspect 

p 

interview > supported ENGELSING on several points, among them the supposed innocence of 

i 

3CFULZE-B0YSEN In regard to Communist theories prior to 1941 and the reported use of 
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count DOUGLAS as the "channel to the Western Allies"; no dates were mentioned by BUSCH- 
MANN as to trhen this channel was used, is DOUGLAS invention would not excite 

interest especially if it w ere not for the fact that through the evidence of Manfred 

Erich Edgar 

ROEDER, the German prosecutor in the SCHUL S-HCYSEN case, and SCKUIZE, the father 
of SCKULZE-BOYSER , it can be proved that the DOUGLAS incident was a complete fabrica- 
tion acfclaaDdboc by SCHULZE-EGYSEN after his arrest and was intended to deceive the Gestapo 
and gjubcxlin postpone as long as possible the execution of the convicted members of his 
group • 

RCSSDER's statement on t he incident is as follows: "After i.is arrest x 3CHULZE- 

B0Y3EN claimed that he had sent certain important documents to Sweden through the 
Swedish Military Attache in Berlin. If he did not later send a pre-arranged signal, 
these douenents were to be published by February, 19/.3. Since S CHULZE-BOYSEN was sure 
(ROEDER belived) Jdoric of Germany's collapee early in 1943, he was only trying to delay 
the execution of his group. The only evidence discovered to support SCHULZ E-EC : Y3EN 1 s 
story was his social contact vith a Swedish Colonel, name unknown, who lived in the 
house of the actress Marie BkRD", E.K. SCHUL^E's corroboration of RCEDER's testimony 
may be found in his published "Harro 3CHULZE-EC YSEN r which is in our possession. E.E. 
SCHULZE Wa3 called in to visit his son on two occasions, the 30th of September 1942 and 

A 

the lflth of October 1942 in the hope that his presence might soften his son sufficiently 

and influence him to reveal the whereabouts of secret documents, supposed by SCHULZE 

to contain information on Nazi criminal^ which the son was believed to have smuggled out 

of Germany. At the second meeting E.E. SCHULZE Was informed by PANZINGER, in charge of 

conducting the investigation of the case, that his son had agreed to explain about the 

documents provided the execution of the friends arrested with him be postponed until 

■4,5 ff 

the 31st of December, 1943. This nrorise having teen made in the presence of his father 

W, ■ * 

tc GOTiW ' LKI^RCYO fiN the le-fctrer declared "that he had never sent any secret reports abroad 



or stolen any naners. All his official papers were in order in his office. He had never 
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prepared to reveal abroad any documents which might be embarrassing to the German 
Government; the Gestapo’s assumption in regard to such documents he had not contradicted 
because he had conceived the idea of using it as pressure in the interest of his friends. 11 
According to ? CKULZ E, PAN ' ' H .'G FR assured him later that the Gestapo would still hold to 



its part of the bargain. t 

Also of interest is 3iC USING'S insistence that^the SCKULZB-BOXSEJIS did not ° 

get along well together which ^JDcfc influenced him and Krs. Et.'GELSING to break with 

their friends. There is no evidence whatsoever that this statment represents the 

true state of affairs between Harro and Libertas SChULZE-BLYSEN. ROEDER gave testimony 

as follows on this point: ’'Libertas was a firm and loyal Communist and after her own 

and her husband’s arrest she attempted to protect and warn other members of their group.” 

E.E.SCKULZE has published numerous of his son’s letters in xi ± x»jftc x frxgfc none of which 
slighting reference 

is there any to Libertas. In his last letter , written shortly 

before his execution, SCHULZ E-BOYS EK wrotA: "Libertas is close to me and shares my 
fate at the same hour". This does not mean that they were the closest of companions 
but there can be no doubt that they worked together as a team and were ttstk involved 



equally and together in their treason. 

Finally, nothing can throw more doubt on the honesty of ENGELSING's testimony 
than his description of the political views of members of the group known to or intro- 
duced by him: Guenther rEISBNBCBK definitely not a Communist 

SCHELIHA * stands to the Right HARNAGK - Conservative Socialist 

KUCKHOFF - Right Socialist HH£?EL - Right Sdeialist ‘ 

TERVTL - Right Socialist SCHOTOJELLSR - Right Socialist 
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